
_ _ _ _ _  Original  Message----- 
From: Nick Cozzare l l i  [mailto:ncozzarePsocrates.Berkelev.EDUl 
Sent:  Tuesday, May 1 5 ,  2 0 0 1  6:4S PM 
To: P .CexripbellPriatuue. c a n  
Subject :  Fkd: R e :  Journal  f o r  NAS 

Phi l ,  

journa l  t h a t  Mike Eisen spoke t.0 you about a t  Ranbury. I think i t  
would be wonderful, t r u l y  a leadersh ip  ges tu re ,  i f  the  new journa l  
w e r e  cosponsored by Nature and t he  NAS. It  would be a statement t h a t  
the  best science journa l  i n  t he  world and the  leading science soc ie ty  
in the  siorld th ink  t h a t  t h i s  experiment i s  worth a se r ious  t r y  arid 
t h a t  they feel i t  i s  an acceptable  r i s k .  I f  you feel t h a t  you would 
1 ike  t o  go it  alone t h a t  is f i n e  a l s o .  What i s  needed though i s  f o r  
someone t o  bite the  b u l l e t .  I have been c a l l i n g  the  journal  
"Gettysburg" a f t e r  t he  address  by Abraham Lincoln because it  would lie 
o f ,  f o r ,  and by s c i e n t i s t s  bu t  t h i s  i s  obviously a p lace  holder .  

Below i s  an a n a i l  on my l a t e s t  thinking on the  kind of 

iCk 
Date: \j>!ed, 9 Play 2 0 0 1  15:10:14 -0700 
To: CozzarelliN 
From: "Pa t r i ck  0.  Browm" <pbro~~i@c?ngm.staiiford.edu> (by way of 
Nicholas Cozzare l l i )  (by way of Nick Cozzare l l i )  
Subject :  R e :  New Journa:L f o r  NAS 
cc: 
Bcc : 
>:-At t a c h e n t  s : 

&ni c i , 

pr inc ip l e s  as I see i t  f o r  Gettysburg. I ani speaking f o r  only 
myself. For any involvement of t he  academy, w e  would need t o  g e t  
permission from the  Publ ica t ion  Committee of the  NAS Council and the  
Council i t s e l f .  That is  not  a slam dunk. The Council w i l l  need t o  be 
convinced t h a t  it i s  worth the  money and t h a t  such a venture  is 
appropr ia te  for t.he Academy t o  ge t  involved i n  i t .  I think the  
latter nay be the  harder  s e l l .  Some counci l  members a l ready  
expressed t h i s  reserva t ion .  

1 have wr i t t en  below a more f leshed  out  discussion of 
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The l ist  below is a b i t  r e p e t i t i v e  of pas t  emails on the  

top ic  and longish,  bu t  i t  helped m e  t o  focus. I th ink  a conference 
c a l l  and/or  p r i v a t e  cha t s  i s  needed fo r  major dec is ions .  

A score  of p r i n c i p l e s .  
1. NAS sponsored. What is  our chance of g e t t i n g  a co-sponsor t h a t  
will not  compromise our p r i n c i p l e s .  Several g ran t ing  agencies a r e  
behind ne;w ventures  i n  publ ishing such a s  JSTOR and Sc ience ' s  STKE. 
I a l s o  th ink  Nature would be g r e a t ,  i f  they do not  i n s i s t  on a b ig  
p r o f i t  margin. By having two sponsors the  journal  has some 
independence. 1 l i k e  very much €K plan over t he  BA and CR p lans .  The 
new journa l  should be independent of PNAS but  be syne rg i s t i c  with 
it. I think this is better f o r  Gettysburg and fo r  PNAS. 
3 .  Online only.This  i s  going t o  scare  the  b i o l o g i s t s .  I l i k e  t h e  
idea of the  guarantee by PPJkS arid PMC of permanence. 'de could have 
content a l s o  011 the  PNAS web s i t e .  "Also of i n t e r e s t  i n  Gettysburg" 
k k  could j u s t  l i n k  from PNAS w e b  s i te  t o  the  PKC s i te ,  b u t  I th ink  
it  v,vill a l l a y  pa r t . i a l l y  the  f e a r s  of authors  t o  have i t  on the PNAS 
site. 
3 .  Lickety fast,.  Sue Wickrier suggested t h a t  w e  guarantee some f a s t  
review t i m e  such a s  two weeks. Since a r t i c l e s  w i l l  be published soon 
a f t e r  acceptance with miniinun redac t ion ,  t,here w i l l  be an appeal ing 
r a p i d i t y  of publ ica t ion .  The only problem here is t h a t  speed can 
lead  t o  l o w  s tandards and the  de fau l t  becomes acceptance. 
3 .  Free t o  a l l .  
5 .  General science journa l .  
6 .  Very high peer review st.andar-ds. I feel  t h a t  t h i s  i s  e s s e n t i a l .  
Bruce k l b e r t s  says t h a t  we should not  w o r q  i f  w e  have f e w  papers as 
long a s  they a r e  very good papei-s. [;ue have t o  rccognize a do~ijll 
s i d e .  Marly of t he  PLoS s igne r s  w i l l  want a new o u t l e t  aiid they w i l l  
f i nd  t h a t  Gettysburg is t,hat o u t l e t  f o r  only a small minori ty  of 
them. 
7 .  N o  i s sues .  Iriunediate r e l e a s e  of approved and redacted a r t . i c l e s .  
Cumulative grouping of a r t i c l e s  according t o  sub jec t s .  This f ea tu re  
was popular a t  the  PNAS e d i t o r i a l  board meeting because would allow 
var ied  and mul t ip le  groupings of an a r t i c l e .  This may he lp  
counteract  the  f ee l ing  t h a t  an Online only journal  is only out  t he re  
i n  the  e t h e r .  
8. Cost .  We have var ious  es t imates .  'iiitek t o l d  Harold Vaimus t h a t  
fo r  h i s  journa ls  i t  cos t s  $200 t o  $500 per  a r t . i c l e .  A back of t he  
envelope ca l cu la t ion  by Ken Fultori came up with S1800/ a r t i c l e  baseil 
on PNAS c o s t s .  I guessed t h a t  about $ l ,O@O'ar t ic le  was a b e t t e r  
es t imate .  Money should come f o r  maryirial cos t s  from author  charges 
which must be waived when requested.  We must ge t  a better f i x  on 
costs and soon. It is  the  f i r s t  quest ion any p o t e n t i a l  sponsor w i l l  
ask and it w i l l  d i c t a t e  p o l i c i e s .  Bruce A l b e r t s  asked Morria Coiiway 
t o  he lp  us  out  here  and Morna has  graciouslq. agreed. Morns i s  a 
super duper publ ishing consul tant  fo r  maiiy journa ls  including PNAS. 
When I brought up the  f i r s t  srab of Pat. Erowi of $100 /a r t i c l e  a s  a 
submission f e e ,  many s a i d  t h a t  i t  would be pain fo r  people t o  ge t  i t  
through accounting from t h e i r  i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  would be f lou ted  o f t en  
by the  20 2 whose papers a r e  r e j ec t ed ,  and would Ix? seen a s  a way 
fo r  t he  au thors  who f a i l  t o  subs id ize  those who succeed. Pat had 
suggested S500 /a r t i c l e  publ ica t ion  c o s t s .  That may a b i t  on the  low 
s ide .  

presume t h a t  the  sponsors w i l l  cover most of the  set up c o s t s .  To 
g ive  you a range, j u s t  t o  set  up an onl ine  submission and review f o r  
PNAS c o s t  us  over a mi l l i on  d o l l a r s .  Bruce A l b e r t s  thought t h a t  
making Gettysburg p a r t  of PNAS would save a l o t  of set up money but  

?;e w i l l  have set u p  c o s t s  in addi t ion  t o  marginal cos t s .  I 
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Diane Sullenberger thinks that a more streamlined bare bones outfit 
than PNAS could do things much more cheaply, for example, in setting 
up Online publication. The rough quesses are in the range of a 
couple of million dollars in set up funds. 
9. Articles in public domain. Ken Fulton point.ed out. correctly that 
the first thing we need to do is to check on the legalities and 
practices of the academy on giving up copyright. The academy has a 
responsive and exFert legal staff and I will take care of this. 
10. Archival version o f  record is )rML conforming to PMC DTD. But PDF 
would be available a l so .  
11. Published through PMC. Depending on cost, I hope also published 
somewhere else such <3s at Iiigh Wire Press. 
12. Sponscr (s) guarantee losses for 3 years. 
13. N.AS oversight by Publications Commit.tee of Council. This is a 
given if the NAS is involved. 
14. Need great editors . So many will volunteer for Ed Bd that it 
will be hard to choose. We need to make sure that there is broad 
representation of blue ribbon science. We also must have the young 
editors with enerqy flowing froin their hair to make this work. Jack 
Halpern, the VP of NAS, pointed out that we must have first rate 
editors from the physical sciences if we want. this to be a general 
science journal. It is hard to yet physical science papers if the 
journdl starts out. 95% biologq.. This is a key policy issue that must 
be addressed early on. What fraction of the articles do we 
anticipate will be outside of biology. 

sinall group of editors who will be in charge. This person must be 
willing to put in a lot of time into making it work and must be 
someone of stature who will convince authors to take the plunge. I 
feel that Gettyburg should be independent of PNAS and thus I 
should not be the editor. I would be happy though to be a ittmber of 
Editorial Board and I think we need some cross representation with 
PNAS . Obviously, the governance, financing, and leadership issues 
are intertwined. 
15. Get pledges for papers from PLoS signers and others before start 
journal. D o w r y .  This is essential but they will not get us many 
articles from the physical and social sciences. 
16. Articles should have a generous limit on size. I origina.lly 
thought no limit but many have pointed out that there is virtue to 
discipline. 
17. Each article could have its oim "cover" striking visual image if 
authors desire. PNAS Eoard liked this feature. 
18. Authors asked to submit according to limited templates as in 
math to cut down costs arid speed up pr-ocess. 
19. Coinplementary to PKAS. No print, no NAS member approval, 
generously limited size. 
20 Sister journal to PNAS,like Nature Genetics arid Nature. Pass 
articles back and forth but each mdintains standards. Synergy and 
kick start new journal. But must be seen as cf. to PNAS not rejects 
o f  PNAS. Cell and Nature stables manage to to do this. 

must be soon, but is January 1, 2002 reasonable. If we are to get 
grants, that may be too soon. Perhaps we can get enough up front 
money from sponsor(s) to start it up, and tell them we will try 
fund raising elsewhere. 

I think the most importdrit task is to identify an editor or 

When do we start? Becuse of the PLoS deadline, the answer 

There has been some progress in the last two days. I forgot 
to mention that Carla Schatz at t.he council meeting had a good 
idea. She said that authors would worry that the new journal will 
not be archived properly or go out of existence and with it their 
science. She said that the NAS and PNAS should guarantee the 
longevity of the contributions. This could he done in several ways 
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ranging from PNAS p r i n t i n g  i t ,  t o  PNAS a l s o  publishing i t ,  t o  it 
also appearing on the  PNAS s i te ,  t o  some guarantee.  I p r e f e r  
soinething l i k e  middle two al ternat . ives .  

A t  t he  E d i t o r i a l  Board meeting Eruce Alberts suggested a 
d i f f e r e n t  approach. H e  f e e l s  t h a t  the new journal  should be run out 
of t he  PNAS o f f i c e s  and use the  PNAS e d i t o r i a l  board augmented by 
o t h e r s .  H e  argued t h a t  i t  would not be cos t  e f f e c t i v e  t o  set up a 
sepa ra t e  journal  and t h a t  t h i s  would give a kick s t a r t  by 
a s soc ia t ion  with NAS. H e  suggested the journal be c a l l e d  something 
that, would make the  a s soc ia t ion  c l e a r .  Raciding suggested "Academy 
in t e r sc i ences" .Le t s  c a l l  t h i s  t he  EA plan as opposed t o  the NC plan 
which envisioned the  new journal  g e t t i n g  money, advice,  help,  and 
p res t i ege  from NAS but being indepenck?nt- a sister jou rna l .  
There were object ions s t a t e d  t o  the  E% plan.  
1. The board works hard now and d id  not wish t o  add another job.  
2 .  New staff would need t o  be h i r ed  and we have no space now arid 
would have t o  f i n d  a new o f f i c e .  
3 .  The e d i t o r  of t he  new journal  should be ider i t i f ied f i r s t  . 
4 .  The new journal  i s  something important for  a group of mostly 
young s c i e n t i s t s  who a r e  not academy m a r s  and these guys should 
r u n  i t .  
5 .  I t  might be disadvantageous t o  PNAS t o  have another journal  t h a t  
sounds l i k e  i t  but i s  f r e e .  
6 .  PNAS is improving and we should focus on i t  and not the new journa l .  

Radding t h a t  does not exclude e i t h e r  of t he  f irst  two. 

PNAS, t r ack  IV. Authors when they publish i n  PNAS have a choice of 
t he  usual t h ree  t r acks  o r  t rack IV. I f  they choose Track I V  t h e r e  
work is published only onl ine but outs ide of the subscr ipt ion 
b a r r i e r ,  i . e .  i t  i s  f r e e  t o  a l l  a t  PMC and HWP. These a r t i c l e s  can 
be of any length and copyright is  i n  the publ ic  domain. These 
authors would pay f o r  t h i s  p r i v i l e g e  an amount t h a t  covers t he  
incremental c o s t  of t h e  publishing t h a t  is not covered by t he  usual 
source of income. I would guess t h a t  t h i s  amount w i l l  be about. 
$1000 I' a r t i c l e  but  V i t e k  s a i d  t o  Harold tha t  h i s  journals  c o s t  
$ 2 0 0  -$500 per  a r t i c l e .  Some s a i d  t h a t  the anount w i l l  be inore than 
$1,800 and we c l e a r l y  need t o  g e t  the cos t  es t imates  under con t ro l .  

NC model was next i n  votes ,  and the  EA model l a s t .  These a r e  
i n i t i a l  impressions though and they could change r ap id ly .  A 
subcommittee of t he  E d i t o r i a l  Board w i l l  i nves t iga t e  these th ree  
models and r epor t  back s h o r t l y  t o  the rest of t he  board. I an the  
cha i r  of the subconanittee. 1 need your advice i n  general  but t he re  
a r e  several  s p e c i f i c  a reas :  
1. Nho w i l l  be the leaders  of t he  new journal  bjho a r e  wi l l i ng  t o  
put  i n  the  considerable amount of time necessary t o  g e t  it going. 
Even i n  the  EA model, t he re  w i l l  have t o  be leadership arid energy 
from outs ide of PNAS. 
2 .  Where w i l l  the  money come from for  s t a r t .  up? I f  the  money comes 
only from the  NAS, 
and d i s rup t ion .  
3 .  Khat do you think of t he  th ree  a l t e r n a t i v e s ?  
Nick 

Thus a t h i r d  model was suggested and developed by Charles 

The  CR model i s  t h a t  the 20 pr inc ip l e s  above becomes p a r t  of 

The CR inodel was favored by the  board. Ply sense was t h a t  t.he 

then they w i l l  r i g h t l y  want t o  minimize the  cos t  


